HOUSE COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT

"EPA's Bristol Bay Watershed Assessment —
A Factual Review of a Hypothetical Scenario"
QUESTIONS FORTHE RECORD

Mr. Wavne Nastri, Co-president, E4 Strategic Solutions;
Former Regional Administrator, USEPA Region 9

Questions submitted by Chairman Paul Broun

1) In an April 2013 letter to the Committee, EPA states that the "Bristol Bay
Watershed Assessment is being conducted as an ecological risk assessment." Does
either the May 2012 or the April 2013 versions of EPA's document meet agency
guidelines for an ecological risk assessment?

Yes, both documents meet the curvent agency guidelines as specified in the May 14,
P90 publication of the Federal Register 63931 20846-26024

2) Did you come up with the idea that EPA should or could consider a preemptive veto
of a mine plan in the Bristol Bay area under either Section 404(c) of the Clean Water
Act or via a watershed assessment? If not, when did you first learn of such a
possibility in regards to Bristol Bay and from whom?

I did not come up with the idea that EPA should consider a pre-emptive veio of a mine
plar in the Bristol Bay ares under either Section 404{cy of the Clean Water Act or vig

a watershed assessment | became aware of the possible use of 404 achon somelime in
late May 2010 by colleagues who had attended a Trout Unbimited event,

3) What are the limitations of EPA's watershed assessment, and has the agency been
upfront in acknowledging them?

The HPA has done an excelient job of identifying uplront potennal uncertainties and
Hrviations within the Watershed Assesament. The Executive Summary provides g
good overview of unceriainties and himitations {see pages B8 27-29) Many chapters
of the Watershed Assessment alse contam specific references to Imitations e, See
bine Foolprint pg 7233 and 7-38, Water, Collecton, Treatment, and Discharge 837
and B-64; Tathings Dam Fathwe pg 9-11 and 9-23; Scour, Sediment Deposition, and
Turbudity pg 9-31, Transportation omidor pg 10-40; Pipeline Fallures pg 11-18 and
F1-31; Fish Mediated Effects pg 12-16; and finally, Integrated Risk Characterization
pg t4-13 and 14-16).

4) You stated during the hearing that allowing Pebble to present a plan to go through
the NEPA process would result in environmental harm. Despite being given multiple
opportunities to clarify your comments, your answers seemed to be based on
harm could occur between today and a decision on a Pebble mine proposalfollowmg
a NEPA process that a preemptive EPA veto might avoid?
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Provironmerdal harms have abready ocourred through Pebble Limited Parmershup
exploration activities. Over b mdllion feet of core ._»am;ﬁe::; ?me been drilled from
1,075 core holes throughout the upper watersheds of the Nushagak and Kvichak
Rivers ' These deiliing activities Involve disruptive surveys and studios of the
tandscape and mineral deposits, inchuding the use of deep drilling machines, water
punps, belicopters, diesel generators, and work platforms sl located 1o ov adiacent 1o
sengihive wetlands and streams. Pebble Limuted Parmership’s exploration aotivities
have led to unauthonzed water withdrawals and uses, diesel and hydraolic thud spalls,
leaching from ewploration wells, and depositing of dobling muuds and lignds. These
Hnpacts are ocourting on sensitive tundra habitat, i valuable canbou, bear, and moose
habitat, and within the headwarers of highly sensitive salmon spawning and rearing
habitat.

These sowvironmental harms and other impacts from exploration activities such as
snauthonved water withdrawals were evidenced in the settloment between Alaska
Drepartment of Nangral Resources and Pebble Limited Parmership dared February 10
20107 in numerous flold reports fssued by the Alaska Department of Natural
Resources,” and in photos taken by avea residents. Attachment A provides photos and
descriptions of envirgnmental harm caused by PLP explorstion activities, Aftachment
B describes ?‘u ther findings of harm described by ADNR with regard to Pebble
Limited Partnershi p oper rations. For example, the most recent spill activity ocourred
June 28, Z‘i{fi i important to note that ADNE has conducted mited oversight of
hwmr ic and ongoing PLE operations. In fact, they have conducted less than 50
inspections on over 1075 wells over a 10-vear period. The Pebble Limied
Parinershup 13 permitted ind th‘v future by the Stare of Alaska o withdraw as much as
130,000 gallons of water per day from streams and ponds’, and thus these activities
could continue up 1o and through any NEPA process

These envivonmental harms have not gone unnoticed by the residents of Bristol Bay,
In relaving concerns to the EPA, residents have commented exiensively on these
ongoing envivonmental harms, Here are a few such examples:

= “Since | have ved here, 37 plus vears, travelling up and down the river, |
have noticed that ever since the ming started doing exploration up in the
Kokl the fish and game have been depleting more and move gvery vear. 5o
there has been some point of effec from exploraton ™

s “Our Muichaina canbou herd has moved away from the Pebble explomation
3}@{:&1;5& of the noise fae::‘mr. it was already stated dunng the report that the
cause of the herd moving away was beosuse of the noise. They moved up o
tonn the Kushokwim cantbou herd. About 25%% of the caribous that used to bve
around the Mulchatna moved up o major upper Nushagah River ™

! Northern Dynasty Minerals Ltd., Pebble Project Drill Program Achieves Million Foot Milestone (Oct. 11, 2012),
available at http://www .northerndvnastvminerals.com/ndm/NewsReleases.asp?ReportID=551962& Type=News-
Releases& Title=Pebble-Project-Drill-Program-Achieves-Million-Foot-Milestone.

* Settlement Agreement & Release: Pebble Limited Partnership Unauthorized Water Withdrawal Violations (Feb. 10,
2010), available ar http://dor. alaska. gov/miw/mining/largemine/pebble/water-settlement/settlement. pdf.

® hitp://dnr.alaska. gov/imlw/mining/largemine/pebble/field-reports/index.cfm

" See ADNR, Pebble Project — Water Rights Applications, available at
http dnr d]dsl»ha g()v:mlw minin ;z:’largpmme/pcbblc:watcr—rlght apm/mdm cfm.
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¢ UWhat Ddide't see in the [the HPA Watershed Assessment] was anyiling
addressing the msm ng damage from the exploration 1078 ongoing, s
happening now, 1113 doing da mz&&a’"’

= PTheve is al resson why the inbal fishermen are ashing for vour help and
action now. D tatking about impacts (1o thel region that are going on night

now on a massive scale with no end i sight. Elffects of fuel spily, water
gengration, connection of generation, degradation of mignificant and going on

unchecked

5) Are you aware that during the public comment period following release of EPA's
revised draft watershed assessment this year, a group you once considered a client,
Trout Unlimited, encouraged visitors to its website to comment on the assessment,
and those who told a friend to comment were automatically entered in a drawing to
win a free fishing trip to Bristol Bay?

Yos,

a. As aformer Regional Administrator for EPA, if you had learned that a mining
company was employing similar tactics to encourage comments on an EIS,

would you have any questions or concerns about the integrity of those
comments?

As g former Regional Admimstrator, Funderstood that project proponents and
opponents actively engaged with other stakeholders in efforts to impact an
Agency dectsion. Consequentty, D welcomed and appreciated etforts by all
partios to increase public participation, which s important 1o informed agenoy
decision-making § acknowledge o would have beon Intevesting 1o sge a ming
company offer visiis o a mine site as o way of eliciting support, and even more
interesiing fo see what those visitors thought of a potential mine site located
the headwaters of the largest romaiming wild sockeve salmon fishery on the
planet.

6) Did you participate in a conference call with Dennis J. McLerran, Regional
Administrator, USEPA Region 10, on April 22, 2013, four days before the EPA
released its revised Bristol Bay assessment?

igmﬁ“iis:i wated g mesting wi i‘h EPA HQ personnel on Apnil 22, 2013, Regional
Admuusirator Mol erran participated in the meeting via teleconforence.

a. If so, what was discussed and what was your role on the conference call?

Vartous representatives of the Sportfishing and Commeraal Fishing sectors,
along with representatives of the Rzéﬂ: tol Bay Native Covporation, met with
EPA officials to discuss their views related to the Watershed Assessment |
had no rele on the conference aalll

b. Who initiated scheduling the call?

& Hrostol Bay Watershad
v reguistions. pod

sameat Pul
doecumentDietas

T id et 36.5%
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Irequested the meeting with EPA but am unaware of who inttiated scheduling the
call,

¢. How were you invited to participate in the call and who invited you?

As noted above, | requested o mesting with EPA HO personnel Twas not invited
fooparnicipate in g call

d. Were any representatives of the Pebble Partnership invited to participate
in the call? Did they?

{am not aware of any representatives of the Pebble Partnerslup being
nvited o participate or actually parioipating in the cail

e. Was there anyone on the call who supported allowing the Pebble
Partnership to submit a mine application? If yes, who?

Az Trecall, there was no discussion of the Pebble Partnership. Therefore, |
am not aware of anvone in the mesting or on the call who expressed support
or opposition for the Pebble ?as‘merghsg to submit a mine application,

7) Do you believe the EPA should do anything it can to prevent any mining activity in
Bristol Bay?

I believe that EPA should Fulfill s obligations as suthorized by £ 3;'13;?@53 with the
passage of the Clean Water Act {i TWAY. ‘wpeumaﬁa« EPA mugt, © 0 restore and
maintam the chemical, physical, and biclogical integnty of the MNation's waters ™
Further, WA Section 4030}, authorizes FPA fo profubit, restnet, or denw the
discharge of dredged or Bl matenial ot delined sites in waters of the United Sates
(including wetlandsy whenever of determines, after notice and opportunisy for public
hearing and comment, that use of such sules for disposal would hm"—* an 13?3‘i€£ﬂ‘“§}‘ia535if
adverse impact ou one oy more of vanous rescurces, inchuding Bshertes, wildiife,
muncipal water supplhies, or recreational areas.

i do not behieve the EPA should do anvilung 1 can 1o prevent all suning acivily in
Brigtol Bay. To the contrary, | believe EPA has the opportunity, through 2 proactive
40de aoton, to provide certaindy and clariy 1o nuning proponents and potentially
affected people, conunumities and businesses/indusinies on what would be necessary to
mine pOTERVIYV-copper deposis in the Brstol Bay watershed g way that meets the
reguiraments of the Clean Water Agt
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Questions submitted by Rep. David Schweikert (R-AZ)

1) Following are a series of questions that merely require a 'Yes' or 'No' response. Please
do not expend any additional time on expanding your responses because a 'Yes' or 'No'
reply will sufficiently address my concerns:

a. As aformer Regional Administrator for EPA, is it fair to say that EPA has the
capacity to conduct reviews of complex projects for development when a
project proponent submits an application for a permit under the Clean Water
Act?

Yes,

b. Is EPA ableto work with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to ensure that
its concerns regarding environmental impacts of a project are known?

Yoy,

c. Does EPA have the expertise to review a project application and make a
sound determination whether a project should receive permit authorization
under the Clean Water Act?

d. Does the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) require an action
agency to take a hard look at all reasonable alternatives to a proposed
project requiring federal action?

Yy,

e. As a former Regional Administrator for EPA, did you support robust reviews
of permit applications including examination of alternatives?

Yes

f.  As such, are specific answers to a project's components and the background
area considered to be important facts requiring review prior to a permitting
decision going forward under the Clean Water Act?

Yes, and that includes bofore 2 pormit application s filed, During my time as
Regional Admimsirator Dwas often approached by project proponents in advance
of & permit application to help inform thom of the ikely challenges and best path
forward for permitting. Inomy opinion, this approach often allowed the
proponent, and the agency. to be more time- efficient and cost-effective.

2. Arethe economic impacts of a proposed project and the employment provided
by the project considered to be important factors in a project's review?

Yes, as are the risks associgted with the project, mcluding 1o existing
soonomies and jobs.
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When you were Regional Administrator, did you consider the impact of jobs
and economic benefits of proposed projects that sought approval from EPA and
Region 97

Yes, as well a8 many other factors. Most importantly, every decision Dmade was
based on the statutory and regulatory awthorty specific 1o the issue in question.
Is it fair to say that it is difficult to review a hypothetical project or a project
that may have inaccurate or incomplete aspects in its project description?

Moo Project evalustion and permitiing 18 an deorative process. Az nuted
earlier, project proponents often apyroached the EPA with the intent of
ohiaining mformation that would eltimately make their subminal more likely
to be approved, The more infovmaton the project proponent and agency
exchanged, the better the Agonoy could provide assistance Not unexpectedly,
project proponents would often modify varnions aspects of their project to

> o

gddress the issues identified n pro-permuitiing discussions

Is it true that one of the requirements for a complete application for a Clean
Water Act permit is a fully described and accurate project description?

Yes, althoush as noted earhier the project almost invariably changes from the time
an apphication 1s submitted (o the tme a decision 13 made on the permit,

Have you reviewed an accurate and current project description for the
Pebble Project?

Yes The most recent project description that [ have reviewed s the Wardrop
Report, prepared and submitted to the US Securities and BExchange
Commission by Northern Dyvnasty Minerals (NDMY, one of the two pariners
i1t the Pebble Limited Partnership. In my previously submitted testimony, 1
noted that NDM described the mining scenanos in the report as “economically
vigble, technically feasible and permutiable”

. Do you know exactly where the proposed tailings facility will be located for
the Pebble Project?

N, although T am aware of geographic and other limttations that intluence
where taitlings facilities could be located.

Do you know exactly how the tailings facility will be constructed?

N, although am aware of technologies and other hmatations that wnfluence
how tatings facilines could be constricted,

Do you know what specific mitigation proposals the Pebble Project has
made to address environmental impacts?

Yes, MNDM, in s May 23 2013 submital to EPA, identified several
mitigation measures, including, but not Bmited to, waler management,
increasing habitat connectivity, moveasing quality of exdsting offechanng
habitate, creating new habitats through development of semi-natural channels,
moreasing the producnvity and productive capaoity Tor sl repair or
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replacement of culverts impairing or preventing fish habitat (Appendin B pus

PR

FO-TEY

Other than the size of a mine, does the current Bristol Bay Watershed
Assessment examine any alternatives?

No, EPA only focused on mdustry standard and accepted bulk mining
technigues of porphyvry-copper deposiis,
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Questions submitted by Rep. Daniel Maffei (D-NY)

Mr. Kavanaugh described the EPA draft assessment as having "significantly exaggerate both
the probability of failures of engineering mining components and the environmental
consequences of the failure scenarios. Itis my understanding that even absent failure, the
environmental impact of mining the Pebble prospect is found in the draft assessment as being
severely damaging to the wetlands used by salmon for spawning. Would you care to
comment on the picture painted by Mr. Kavanaugh of the draft assessment's overstating
failure scenarios, their impacts and understating how technology can meet all potential
environmental threats?

Mr. Kavanaugh's portraval of the draft assessment’s overstating farlure scenartos, their
impacts and understanding how technology can meer all potential envivonmental threats
is sadly misguided. Mr. Kavanaugh would have one believe that listory and human
nature gre arelovant and not apphicable Further, his claims when i comes o mining are
unsubstantiated. There have bheen several examples of recontly constructed mines where
actual operanonal conditions varied from engineersd plans. The Red Dog Mine i Alasks
5 g good example, with a fong history of warer guabity viclations that has required
svesiments in freatment technology far i exoess of what was anticipated af the tme of
permifting and NEPA review. Also, the oviginal closurefreclamanon plan tor the Red Dog
mine has heen deemed woelully inadeguate and fong-term, perhaps perpeiual freatment
of mine site wastewater may be required.

it should also be noted that even of Mr. Kavanaugh was correct and that no failure would
occur in spite of the scale of the project and the harsh environmental condinions af the
project site, the footprint of the Pebble mine would dwart that of sl other Alasks mining
projects combined, resulting in the loss of tens of miles of wald salmon spawning and
reaving habirat and thousands of acres of wetlands. Such tmpacts, even without the
inevitable equipment fartures snd human error, are far in excess of any project that has
been the subject of & 404 action by EPA fo date,

Accidents happen and that is & given, We learn from our past mistakes and take measures
o improve but we can never be perfect One unexpected failyre ov acodent 15 all it would
take to severely damage and perhaps destrov the most productive salmon fishery in the
world, This is not the place 1o experiment with new and unproven technology.

EPA-7609-0006575_00008



ATTACHMENT A.:

PHOTOGRAPHS AND DESCRIPTIONS OF ENVIRONMENTAL HARMS

Figure 1. Aerial view of PLP drill rig platform located adjacent to an anadromous stream
with a beaver dam in it. This stream flows south into Frying Pan Lake and then into the
South Fork of the Koktuli and into the Nushagak River. Photo shows the platform
situated on wetland tundra prior to installation of the heavy drill rig. Right-hand side of
photo shows six excavated holes used for settling ponds. Clear ground water has seeped
into these holes, which are later filled with drilling muds and cuttings (see Figures 2-4).
Photographer Rick Halford, August 1, 2011.

Figure 2. Aeral view of the PLP drill rig platform from Figure 1, one month later. With the
heavy drill rig now installed, the platform and silt fences have been pushed down into the
tundra. Grey water from the drilling muds and operation surrounds the silt fences on
tundra adjacent to the anadromous stream, as seen on the right-hand side of the photo.

Photographer Rick Halford, September 1, 2011.
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Figure 3. Excavated settling ponds (sumps) located at the PLP rig platform shown in Figures
1 and 2. Sumps are approximately 5° deep, 8 wide, and 10’ long. Operation is pumping
drilling muds (such as bentonite) and drilling fluids and additives into the sumps. The
drilling muds and fluids are coating the walls of the holes. Photographer Rick Halford,
September 1, 2011,

Figure 4. Excavated sump located at the PLP rig platform shown in Figures 1 and 2, now
filled with drilling muds, fluids, additives, and drill cuttings. These sumps were later
filled in with soil and left behind. Photographer Rick Halford, October 2011.
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Figure 5. Aerial view of the PLP drill rig platform from Figures 1 and 2. To the left of the
drill rig there is visible grey water settling on the tundra from the drilling muds and
operation. This operation occurred close to an anadromous stream (top of photo). Silt
fences and operation platform have settled into the tundra due to the vibrations from
drilling.

Photographer Rick Halford, September 1, 2011.

Figure 6. Aerial view of PLP drill site shown in Figures 1-5. Photo is taken after the site
was supposedly remediated. The six mounds on the tundra are the sumps filled with
cuttings, drilling muds, and excavated soil. The grass under the operations platform is

still matted down. The area is surrounded by wetlands. Photographer Rick Halford,
June 2012.
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Figure 7. An exploratory drill rig pumps water containing drilling muds and fluids out of
settling ponds, depositing the fluid on upland tundra vegetation. This operating drill rig is
also located close to PLP’s biggest basecamp north of Frying Pan Lake.

Photographer Rick Halford, September 2009.

Figure 8. PLP employvees pumping water containing drilling muds and fluids out of the sumps
through a hose to be deposited on upland tundra (as seen in Figure 7).
Photographer Rick Halford, September 2009.
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Figure 9. An uncapped well hole from the drill rig shown in Figures 8-9, three years after
operations ceased. This well hole was not properly plugged, leading to artesian flow with
groundwater and minerals leaching on the site. This flow occurred for three years before
PLP pumped high pressure concrete and materials into the well hole to stop the artesian
flow.

Photographer Rick Halford, September 1, 2012

Figure 10. Aerial view of the well shown in Figures 7-9. The orange stain on the tunra is
from water and minerals spilling from the well hole. Photographer Rick Halford, June
25,2012,
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Figure 11. Map depicting locations of PLP drill sites through 2011.
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ATTACHMENT B:
ADNR FINDINGS RELATIVE TO PLP OPERATIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL HARM

Since 2003, the Alaska Department of Natural Resources (“ADNR?”) has conducted 46 field
investigations and reports on PLP drilling exploration activities.” Tt is important to note the
limitations of this data, as exploration activities have occurred over a ten-year period on more
than 1,075 well hole-drilling operations. The following are a few selected environmental harms
from PLP operations as noted by the Alaska Department of Natural Resources:

*  May 19, 2004: DNR describes exploration drill rig as located in a “wetland area” and
provides photos showing that the drill site was located in standing water. DNR’s
Conclusions and Recommendations state: “Disbursement of drilling fluids and mud
beyond the sump area at drilling locations in wetland areas needs to be curtailed so that
the clay size fraction in the mud does not become disbursed in the wetland
environment any more than necessary.”’

e June 14, 2006: “They were drilling and pulled up cores as we visited the site. Fresh
water was used from a nearby pond for drilling operations. Unused fresh water
drained into one of the drainage ditches to the sump. Freshwater was mixed with
bentonite in the black mixing tank which goes down the drill hole. When this mixture
flows back out of the hole, it is captured in a separate tank for recycling back into the
drilling operation. Overflow is captured in a third tank to settle fines before muddy
water flows into a ditch to the sump. Overflow was captured with earthen berms. A
large pump moved water uphill from the sump approximately 1000 feet to an upland
pond.”

* June 14, 2006: “Drill three had become an artesian well when the drill hit pressurized
underground water. Before we landed the drillers said water spurted 20 feet into the
air. When we arrived water was flowing from the drill hole through a hose to a ditch
flowing into a sump. The sump was overflowing onto the tundra.”"?

e April 5, 2007: At a drilling site on the northwest flank of Koktuli Ridge, “Water and
sediment from the drill cuttings was discharged as permitted onto the uplands directly
from the drill rigs. A thin layer of sediment and water (less than half an inch thick)
was observed within 100 feet downslope of the drill rig.”

* April 5,2007: DNR describes NDM’s operations in 2007 as including 5 drill rigs

? See ADNR, Pebble Project — Inspections and Field Reports, available at

http://dar.alaska. gov/mlw/mining/largemine/pebble/field-reports/index. ¢fm.

' ADNR, Memorandum re: Trip Report to Pebble (May 19, 2004), available at

http://dar.alaska. gov/mlw/mining/largemine/pebble/ficld-reports/pebble(051 92004 .pdf.

' ADEC, Inspection Report Pebble Copper Mine Site (June 14, 2006), available at

gttp J/dnr.alaska. gov/mlw/mming/largemine/pebble/field-reports/pebbledec(06142006.pdf.
Id.

3 ADNR, Field Report Pebble Copper/Gold Project (April 5, 2007), available at

http://dnr.alaska. gov/mlw/mining/largemine/pebble/ficld-reports/pebble040507 pdf
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drilling up to 5,700 feet below ground surface, 5 helicopters hauling equipment and
crews, approximately 100 people actively working in Iliamna and on-site and “Fuel is
shuttled to storage at this location year-round; one depot holds 3000 gallons and is 200
feet from the lake, the other depot holds 2000 gallons and is 100 feet from the lake.”"*

* July 26, 2007: “Various additives are mixed into the water for drillings. These
additives are intended to maintain hole integrity and prevent fluid loss... In high
concentrations two of the additives do have toxicity to fish, however, and must be kept
from fish bearing water bodies.”"

e July 26, 2007: “For most holes the fluids are pumped out of the sump and discharged
either onto the tundra or into dry depressions in the tundra. These fluids are largely
water, with powdered rock from the drilling, clay, and lesser amounts of other
additives. If a hole is in or near a wetland the fluids are pumped to higher ground, well
away from the wetland. This keeps the ground cuttings, clay and drilling additives out
of wetlands and other bodies of water. The practice results in the deposition of finely
ground rock, bentonitic clay, and other additive materials being deposited on the
tundra. Where the fluids have been discharged directly onto tundra, there is only a
small buildup. Gray coatings of clay were seen in areas where drill fluids have been
recently discharged.”'®

e July 26, 2007: “On May 9, 2007 Northern Dynasty had a small spill of 2-5 gallons of
diesel fuel while slinging a fuel tank away from DDH 7366... The diesel spilled onto
the tundra approximately 200 years east southeast of the hole. At the time, the tundra
was frozen, so the spill only penetrated a few inches.”"”

*  August 22, 2007: Figure 6 shows the primary source of water withdrawals for drilling
activities located east of the Koktuli Ridge on a saddle north of Frying Pan Lake. This
image shows substantial water drawdown, approximately 15 feet."®

e June 17, 2008: Observations at an abandoned drill site: “Reclamation work had been
done at this site. Water appeared to be discharging from the hole.”"”

* June 15, 2010: “Site was messy and in poor condition. What appeared to be bentonite
was present in clumps on the ground. Standing water around drill hole. The site did
not look like reclamation was 100% complete.”*

M1d.

> ADNR, Field Inspection of the Pebble Copper/Gold Project (July 26-27), available at

?Gttp //dar.alaska. gov/mlw/mining/largemine/pebble/field-reports/pebble072607 pdf

"1y

¥ ADNR, Field Report Pebble Gold/Copper Project (Aug 22, 2007), available at

http://dnr.alaska. gov/mlw/mining/largsemine/pebble/field-reports/pebble082207 .pdf.

¥ ADNR, Field Inspection Report 9 (June 17-18, 2008), available at

http://dnr.alaska. gov/mlw/mining/largsemine/pebble/field-reports/pebble061 708 .pdf.

* ADNR, Field Monitoring Report Pebble Copper/Gold Exploration Project 14 (June 15, 2010), available at
http://dnr.alaska. gov/mlw/mining/largemine/pebble/field-reports/pebble061510.pdf.
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As shown in the tables below, from 2003 to 2013, PLP operations have caused the spill of more
than 260 gallons of hydraulic oil, diesel fuel, and aviation fuel.

ATTACHMENT C:

ADEC RECORD OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS/SPILLS

ADEC Record of Reported Spills from Pebble Limited Partnership, 2008-2013%

9/2/2008 Pebble Hydraulic Spill 5.0 Hydraulic Oil

6/1/2010 Pebble Project Diesel 1.5 Hydraulic Oil

7/8/2010 Pebble Project Bore Hole 15.0 Hydraulic Oil
DDH 10488

9/10/2010 Pebble Bore Hole 25.0 Hydraulic O1l
DDH 10512

10/7/2011 Pebble Project Drill Site 13.0 Diesel
GH11298

6/8/2012 Pebble Limited Partnership, | 10.0 Hydraulic O1l
DDH 11540

8/7/2012 Pebble DDH1549 Hydraulic | 13.0 Hydraulic Oil

6/28/2013 Pebble BH DDH 12562 2.0 Hydraulic Qil

orthern Dynasty Mine . viation Fue
6/23/2006 Northern Dynasty Mine 20.0 Diesel
Connector
5/9/2007 Northern Dynast Mine AK 80.0 Diesel
Plane zone 5
9/12/2007 Northern Dynasty Mines 12.0 Diesel
Diesel
2/15/2008 Pebble Mine Hydraulic Oil | 30.0 Hydraulic Oil

2 ADEC, Spills Database Online — Pebble Limited Partnership, available at

http://dec.alaska.gov/applications/spar/SpillsDBQuery/Affiliate Details. asp?str ContactlD=8659.

2 ADEC, Spills Database Online — Northern Dynasty Minerals, available at

http://dec.alaska.gov/applications/spar/SpillsDBQuerv/AffiliateDetails.asp?str ContactlD=6113.
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